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Intellectual capital reporting, leadership and strategic change. 
Abstract 
 
Purpose  A change in leadership can signal a shift in corporate strategy to drive future value 
creation. To help achieve this, a different emphasis may be placed upon the intellectual capital 
(IC) resources within the organisation.  This research examines the changes in volume, 
composition and emphasis of IC disclosure in annual reports mapped against the re-
orientation of corporate strategy and associated leadership change.  
 
Design/methodology/approach  A longitudinal period of over three decades (1979 to 2010) 
is examined. Adopting a case based approach, Daimler AG is purposively selected for this 
research having a number of distinct changes in strategy over the period, reflective of 
leadership change. Using content analysis, annual report IC related disclosures (structural, 
relational and human capital) by Daimler AG are examined, by category and more detailed 
sub-categories, against corporate strategy.  
 
Findings  The composition and emphasis of IC disclosures found in the annual reports 
changes over the longitudinal period and is reflective of the prevailing corporate strategy at 
that time. There were four identified periods of strategy, each associated with leadership 
change. The prevalence and qualitative focus of IC disclosures relevant to each period reflects 
the importance of respective IC components in corporate value creation.   
 
Research limitations/implications The research is based on annual report IC disclosures 
within one case company and hence reflect the messages conveyed by that company over the 
longitudinal period. Additionally, we recognise that the annual report is only one source of 
corporate information, but as a historic record it serves to consistently capture management 
disclosure over a long time period. Future research, adopting an econometric approach, could 
further test the linkages between leadership change, strategic shift and IC related disclosure.  
 
Practical implications  The research reveals how IC related disclosure shifts to reflect 
leadership and strategic change within a case company. Through such disclosure, we are able 
to gain greater insight into how a specific business seeks to create value drawing on the 
components of IC underpinning corporate strategy.  
 
Originality/value The research provides new insights into IC disclosure by mapping its 
content and emphasis against changes in corporate strategy. This has contemporary 
significance due to the wider disclosure debate concerning strategy and value creation in the 
annual report, for instance through integrated reporting. Further, the research shows the value 
of annual reports for longitudinal disclosure research.  
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1.  Introduction 
Intellectual capital (IC) has become an increasingly researched and important aspect of 
corporate reporting (Shareef and Davey, 2005), in part, due to its inextricable link with 
corporate value (Bornemann and Alwert, 2007; Edvinsson and Kivikas, 2007; Roos, 2005). 
Beattie and Thomson (2007) referred to IC as being “the intangible knowledge resources 
which create company value” (page 129). Corporate value creation is driven by corporate 
strategy,  identifying in the organisation, “the path that all departments and functions have to 
pursue in order to accomplish the objective of creating value...and the success of a company’s 
strategy is critically dependent on these [intellectual capital] assets” (Alcaniz et al., 2011, 
page 106). This important link between corporate strategy and intellectual capital is consistent 
with a number of studies (Lerro et al., 2014; Cabrita and Vaz, 2006; Ashton, 2005; Green and 
Ryan, 2005; Rylander and Peppard, 2003).  
 
Companies are dynamic entities, evolving over time, reflective of leadership change and 
associated significant shifts or re-orientation of corporate strategy (Rylander and Peppard, 
2003; Tushman and Rosenkopf, 1996; Ginsberg and Abrahamson, 1991; Greiner and 
Bhambri, 1989). Likewise, the importance of particular aspects of IC to achieve 
organisational objectives enshrined in corporate strategy may fluctuate (Cabrita and Vaz, 
2006). Cognisant of this, it would be appropriate for such a change in importance and 
emphasis to be reflected in annual report disclosures with management seeking to convey the 
salient aspects of IC in corporate value creation. Specifically, on the link between strategy, IC 
and disclosure Striukova et al. (2008) remarked: “intellectual resources are increasingly 
important factors in the successful achievement of organisational objectives and for 
stakeholders to more fully understand an organisation it is vital that the corporate reports 
adequately reflect its intellectual resources” (page 297). More broadly, market based research 
examining IC disclosure has shown its relevance to, and use by, capital market users, such as 
sell-side analysts (Abhayawansa and Abeysekera, 2009; Holland and Johanson, 2003), and  
as part of the investment decision making process (Bukh et al., 2005; Gelb, 2002; Galbraith 
and Merrill, 2001). 
 
Due to the importance of IC and its constituent components in the value creation process, this 
research examines changes in leadership and corporate strategy to identify patterns and 
changes in IC disclosures that may be reflective of such strategic shifts. Adopting a case 
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based approach, we examine IC related annual report disclosures by Daimler AG, a large 
public company within a knowledge-intensive high-technology industry over a contiguous 32 
year period from 1979 to 2010. Significantly, for this research, during this period, there was 
considerable strategic change at Daimler AG and a succession of incumbent chief executive 
officers (CEO)1. This is in part reflected in the three changes of the corporate name from 
Daimler-Benz AG (1926-1998) to DaimlerChrysler (1998-2007) and finally Daimler AG 
(2007 to date). We examine how reporting of IC at Daimler AG changed over the period 
1979-2010, across three broad disclosure categories; structural, relational and human capital 
and the more detailed, sub-categories within those broad areas. Based upon this analysis, we 
map the volume and more detailed qualitative emphasis of IC related disclosures against 
identifiable changes in leadership and corporate strategy. Whilst, IC disclosure forms part of 
the wider voluntary reporting by companies, nonetheless by examining how such disclosure 
changes over time, with strategic change, we are able to gain insights into the shifts in 
reporting emphasis conveyed by management (Campbell and Rahman, 2010; Cabrita and 
Vaz, 2006; Campbell, 2000). 
 
Within the IC literature there has been a predominance of disclosure studies that have either 
sought to rank IC disclosure volume across three broad IC categories; structural, relational 
and human capital (Campbell and Rahman, 2010; Shareef and Davey, 2005) or those that 
have examined determinants of disclosure such as company size (Striukova et al., 2008; 
García-Meca and Martinez, 2007) or sector (Bozzolan et al., 2003). In general, these 
volumetric rank and determinant type studies are predominantly based on a single year 
datasets or very short time-spans of usually two to three years. This study presents a new 
angle to IC research and contributes to that literature by mapping narrative based IC 
disclosure against changes in leadership and associated corporate strategy. This research 
responds to Bukh’s (2003) call for more accounting based research into communication on 
strategy and value creation echoed by Beattie and Smith (2013). This link between strategy 
and disclosure is important as it helps us better understand and explain changes in the 
emphasis of IC reporting over time and, also the need to contextualise company specific IC 
related disclosure reflective of the prevailing corporate strategy. Cohen et al. (2014) referred 
to the “close conceptual relation” (page 297) between IC and strategy which has motivated 
1 Within German corporate reporting, the CEO is referred to as the chairman of the board of management 
(Vorstandsvorsitzender). The term CEO has been used throughout this research. 
2 
 
                                                          








other researchers to call for a more systematic empirical IC analysis (Martin-de-Castro et al., 
2011; Reed et al., 2006). Further, by its longitudinal nature, this study also responds to 
Campbell and Rahman (2010), who called for research to more fully explore the complexity 
of IC reporting over time.  
 
This paper proceeds as follows. In the next section, we review the main constituents of IC and 
provide an overview of the IC literature. Within the method section, we explain the purposive 
selection of Daimler AG for case based research, providing a background to Daimler AG and 
the identified periods of strategy and incumbent CEOs over the period 1979-2010. We also 
outline the use of content analysis within this research. The findings are then presented 
followed by discussion and conclusion. 
 
2.  Intellectual Capital 
Intellectual capital is broadly seen as a stock of intangible resources used by an organisation 
to create future value (Campbell and Rahman, 2010). Striukova et al. (2008) posited “in broad 
terms intellectual capital can be defined as the intellectual, or knowledge based, resources of 
an organisation....to further the organisation’s goals” (page 298). To capture IC disclosure, 
Sveiby (1997) proposed a measurement scheme based around three broad categories: internal 
structure; external structure and employee competence. In accounting research, Sveiby’s three 
categories are now more commonly referred to as human capital (employee), structural capital 
(internal structure) and relational (external) capital (see for instance Curado et al., 2011; 
Campbell and Rahman, 2010; Striukova et al., 2008; Shareef and Davey, 2005).  Broadly, 
human capital comprises, inter alia, the knowledge, experiences, commitment, skills, 
innovativeness and competencies of the employees and the workforce as a collective 
(Abeysekera and Guthrie, 2004). Structural capital relates to those organisational 
mechanisms, structures, routines, practices and processes that serve as conduit for all 
employee activities. Finally, relational capital is determined as an organisation’s interaction 
with its stakeholder groups (Campbell and Rahman, 2010; Marr, 2005; Roos, 2005; Guthrie et 
al., 2004). Within the prior literature, most studies have used a narrow sub-categorisation of 
the three broad areas of IC disclosure. This, more detailed, sub-categorisation of the three 












There are a number of different strands of research that have examined IC, and of those, three 
aspects that are most relevant to this study are discussed in turn. Firstly, the growing number 
of studies, that have examined the link between corporate strategy, IC and value creation to 
which this research contributes. The alignment of IC to corporate strategy to drive value has 
been highlighted in the prior literature, for instance Bornemann and Alwert (2007), Edvinnson 
and Kivikas (2007), Ashton (2005), Joia (2000) and Sullivan (2000), enabling companies to 
focus their resources to more effectively reflect corporate strategy. Such IC alignment and the 
performance of a business is consistent with more general research drawn from the earlier 
strategic management (for instance Zack, 1999; Stewart, 1999; Klein, 1998; Porter, 1985) and 
the resource based view of the firm (Gamerschlag, 2013; Wright et al., 2001; Barney, 1991; 
Nelson and Winter, 1982; Penrose; 1959) .  
 
The importance of IC for the realisation of strategic objectives was stressed by Lerro et al. 
(2014) who contended that “IC represents intrinsic objects of a company’s strategy and as an 
instrumental lever to achieve strategic outcomes” (page 352). Similarly, Cabrita and Vaz 
(2006) argued that “from a strategic perspective, intellectual capital is used to create and 
apply knowledge to enhance firm value. Value creation is at the heart of strategic 
management and the rationale of intellectual capital is its ability to create value. Thus, 
intellectual capital and strategy are intricately woven” (page 13). Other researchers have also 
recognised intellectual capital as a key driver of value, for instance, Marr et al. (2004), 
Rylander and Peppard (2003) and Green and Ryan (2005), the latter noting that intangible 
assets [IC] are “the key strategic key to a business enterprise’s value” (page 43). Further, 
Alcaniz et al. (2011) posit a two way relationship between IC and strategy; “intellectual 
capital resources are often performance drivers; hence there is a causal relationship between 
those resources and value creation” (page 106).  
 
The centrality of IC in value creation builds upon the earlier conceptualisation of strategy 
maps (Kaplan and Norton, 2004; 2000) to visualise the links from strategy to intangible assets 
to help understand the process of value creation (and see Marr, 2005; Roos, 2005). Within the 
more specific IC literature,  Rylander and Peppard (2003) link strategy through to IC and 
physical resources in the value creation chain to “make the strategy happen” (page 323). They 
developed a framework showing the linkages from business strategy, and the more high level 
vision and purpose, through to the use of resources to deliver the strategy comprised of 
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traditional physical resources, financial resources and IC resources. Similarly, Edvinnson and 
Kivikas (2007) reported on the German Wissenzbilanz (IC reporting) project (Abhayawnansa, 
2014; Alwert et al., 2004).  This reporting guideline, published for SME’s, adopted an IC 
driven approach, showing the link from business strategy to business performance and 
external impact through the use of intellectual capital components (human, structural and 
relational) and other physical resources by the firm.   
 
In terms of corporate reporting, Abhayawansa and Abeysekera, (2009) found that sell-side 
analysts and fund managers are requesting more information about firms’ IC (and see 
Holland and Johanson, 2003). This market based demand reflects the importance of IC in 
value creation compared to the financial and physical resources that traditional financial 
reporting is more focussed on in terms of statutory disclosure. Gelb (2002) indicated that 
supplementary disclosure is thus an important medium especially for those firms with 
significant levels of intangible assets. Edvinnson and Kivikas (2007) outlined the practical 
benefits of more focussed IC disclosure including improving “external communication 
especially relevant for banks and investors; highlighting strategic potential and value creation 
within the organisation; and increasing transparency on strategy and IC linkages” (page 383). 
Specifically reporting on human capital, Huang et al. (2013) noted that, “human capital has 
long been recognised as a vital asset and value creator to companies” (page 180) and that 
“adequate disclosure of human capital information is important since it.....conveys a firm’s 
potential to create value” (page 181). Through IC disclosure in annual reports, organisations 
are more fully able to inform stakeholders of the importance of, and emphasis on, intangible 
assets in the value creation process. More generally, the links between IC, strategy and 
underpinning business model have been embodied in the recent demands for a more joined-
up business reporting (see for instance  BIS, 2011; ICAEW, 2009) which would reflect the 
importance of intangible assets in value creation (see Beattie and Smith, 2013; Bukh, 2003). 
In a wider contemporary reporting context, the link between strategy and IC reporting is 
broadly reflective of the contemporary integrated reporting initiative (IIRC, 2013) advocating 
business model disclosure and the “link between business strategy, the underpinning business 













Two other aspects of the more general IC literature are also relevant to this study, in part due 
to the selection of Daimler, a large public company in the high-technology manufacturing 
sector, as the case company. Firstly, those studies that examined determinants of IC 
disclosure. Of significance to this study, Bozzolan et al. (2003) examined Italian disclosure 
based on 2001 annual reports and concluded: “industry and size have the highest explanatory 
potential” [for IC disclosure] (page 553). Similarly, in their study of English football clubs, 
Shareef and Davey (2005) confirmed the positive relationship between company size and 
levels of IC disclosure. More recently, Bellora and Guenther (2013) affirmed that industry and 
firm size drive the quantity of IC disclosure. In more general terms, voluntary disclosure, is 
commonly associated with firm size (Ahmed and Courtis, 1999; Botosan, 1997; Meek et al., 
1995) and the findings in relation to IC are consistent with this. Striukova et al. (2008) 
highlighted such a size effect “where companies with larger market capitalisations report 
more IC information than smaller companies” (page 301) and additionally, the significance of 
industrial sector observing that “high knowledge intensive sectors are more likely to disclose 
more IC” (page 307). This is consistent with many other studies that have all shown company 
size and/or sector as positively correlated with IC disclosure frequency (see for instance Singh 
and Kansal, 2011; Brüggen et al., 2009; Schneider and Samkin, 2008).  
 
Secondly, a number of cross-country and cross-sectoral studies have examined IC reporting 
volumes across the three broad categories, namely relational capital, structural capital and 
human capital. In general, these studies show the prevalence of relational capital as the 
dominant area for IC disclosure (Davey et al., 2009; Striukova et al., 2008; Whiting and 
Miller, 2008; Guthrie et al., 2006; Abeysekera and Guthrie, 2005; Shareef and Davey, 2005). 
With regard to human and structural capital reporting, there is no clear rank order shown in 
the prior research. In addition there are a small number of studies that have specifically 
examined one aspect of IC reporting. For instance, Abeysekera (2008) and Huang et al. 
(2013) both examined human capital disclosure. Most of these volumetric studies are based 
on data either from a one year period or over a period of three years and there have been very 
few studies that have examined IC reporting over a longer time period.  One of the notable 
exceptions to this is Campbell and Rahman (2010), who examined IC disclosure in Marks & 
Spencer annual reports from 1978 to 2008. They reported a marked increase in relational 
capital during the 2000’s, towards the end of the period of study although, notably, this was 
not attributed to any underlying factor. They also reported on an overall increase in IC 
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disclosure over the period, consistent with the move from a traditional, production economy 
to a more knowledge orientated economy (Seetharaman et al., 2002). Consistent with this 
finding, Cabrita and Vaz (2006) noted that “the rise of new economy has highlighted the fact 
that the value created depends far less on their physical assets than on their intangible ones. 
These assets, often described as intellectual capital” (page 11). Similarly, referring to the 
importance of IC, Abhayawansa and Abeysekera, (2009) asserted that the potential for 
creating competitive advantage and long-term corporate value now lies more importantly in 
effective management of intangibles (IC) than in tangible assets. 
 
3.  Method 
The literature review provided evidence as to the relationship between company size and 
sector and levels IC disclosure, in favour of those large companies in knowledge intensive 
sectors. Daimler AG is a very large, listed company. The annual report for 2011-12 shows 
turnover of €106,540 million with net profit after tax of €6,029 million. It has approximately 
270,000 employees worldwide. Daimler AG is a leading global automotive (cars, commercial 
vehicles and trucks) manufacturer with a tradition of, and strong focus on, research and 
development, product innovation and market leadership. Thus, it may be expected that such a 
large company in a technology sector would have a history of IC related disclosures. However 
and importantly for the purpose of this study, it was necessary to specifically identify a 
company that had undergone considerable strategic change over the period to examine any IC 
related disclosure against periods of differing strategic direction and associated leadership. 
We set out below the changes in Daimler leadership and strategy over a three decade period 
(1979-2010) that purposively led to its selection for this study. In one of the few other 
longitudinal studies, Campbell and Rahman (2010) in their choice of Marks and Spencer 
noted that the company had “undergone no significant changes in ownership structure (i.e. 
mergers or acquisitions)....and management succession had been orderly” (page 61). In 
contrast, this research by identifying a company that had been through a succession of 
leadership changes and associated strategic re-orientation, seeks to provide new insights into 
the levels and composition of IC reporting over the observed period.  
 
3.1. Background to Daimler and strategic changes 1979-2010. 
In 1883, Karl Benz formed Benz and Companies in Mannheim to design and produce 
motorised transport which in 1926 merged with Daimler to form Daimler-Benz AG 
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producing cars under the name of Mercedes-Benz. It remained Daimler-Benz AG until 1998, 
when after a merger with the U.S. based Chrysler Corporation, it was renamed 
DaimlerChrysler AG. With the subsequent sale of Chrysler in 2007, the corporation was, 
again, renamed and remains Daimler AG. During the three decade period, 1979-2010, there 
were four distinct phases of corporate strategy. The key events and signifiers of corporate 
strategy are shown in Table 1 against the respective CEO in office at that time.  
 
Insert Table 1 about here 
 
Four significant phases of corporate strategy are shown over the 32 year period (1979 to 
1984; 1985 to 1995; 1996 to 2005 and 2006 to 2010). Firstly, the initial and traditional focus 
on the core automotive business and complimentary technologies (1979-1984). There 
followed a short period with Werner Breitschwerdt as CEO. There was some, although 
limited, diversification into aviation and electronics sectors with the acquisitions of Dornier 
and AEG (1985), although the traditional Daimler functional structure was retained. In 1987, 
Edzard Reuter became CEO, having notably been the former chair of the influential structure 
and synergy committee and had been behind the initial moves to diversify (Grässlin, 2000). 
As CEO, Reuter oversaw large scale diversification and restructuring of Daimler AG, from 
its traditional functional structures, to independent divisions: vehicles, aviation, aerospace 
and defence technology. This was formalised through the “integrated technology group” 
(integrierter technologiekonzern) corporate diversification strategy, 1985-1995, (Streek, 
2009). The significance of the shift in strategy is outlined in the annual reports during the 
period, for example: “There can be very few companies able to even contemplate such an 
ambitious re-orientation of their strategy and of their entire company structure” (Annual 
report 1991, page 6) 
 
In 1995, Jürgen Schrempp was appointed CEO. This marked a further restructuring and 
strategic realignment of the group with a focus on global market share and emphasis on 
shareholder wealth. Schrempp highlighted the importance of this strategic change, arguing 
that “our very existence would now be under threat if I had not carried out the 
restructuring...we gave the company a new direction in just fifteen months” (Grässlin, 2000, 
page 45). Many of the tangential parts of the former diversified business were disposed such 
as Fokker, Dornier and AEG. The strategic focus was on global automotive markets (Streek, 
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2009) under a corporate strategy labelled “world corporation vision” (Welt AG), epitomised 
by the merger with the Chrysler Corporation and the formation of DaimlerChrysler in 1998. 
Again, the shift in strategy is reflected in the annual reports at that time, for instance: “Our 
central responsibility is to shareholders, in a way that adds real growth to this company’s 
value. Everything in our power will be done to achieve this......We have devised the right 
strategy to achieve this” (Annual report 2000, page 8). 
 
In the wake of ongoing financial problems with both Chrysler and Mitsubishi, and prior to the 
expiration of his contract, Schrempp was replaced as CEO by Dieter Zetsche from 1 January 
2006. The final period of identified strategy is from 2006 onwards marked by the sale of 
Chrysler in 2007 and the renaming of the company to Daimler AG. Subsequent to the 
majority (80.1%) disposal of Chrysler in 2007, the remaining 19.9% was sold in 2009. The 
final strategy period, is in part shaped by the demise of Chrysler and the potential reputational 
fall out of this, from the prior DaimlerChrysler merged group, on the global positioning and 
brand of Daimler. The strategy, during this final period, aimed to re-assert the tradition of the 
Daimler global brands in car and commercial vehicles by a return to core business focus. This 
shift is again evident in annual report disclosures at that time: “We have reviewed the 
strategic focus of Daimler AG and adjusted it to the new situation. As a pacemaker for 
technological progress in the automobile industry, we focus on our traditional strengths” 
(Annual report 2007, page 36). 
 
3.2. The use of annual report and content analysis 
To achieve longitudinal consistency of method, the research uses annual reports as the basis 
of disclosure (Niemark, 1995). Although no unifying and agreed framework exists for IC 
reporting (Curado et al., 2011; Abeysekera, 2008), the annual report as a traditional financial 
reporting instrument, does provide an appropriate mechanism enabling organisations to 
voluntarily report IC to shareholders and other stakeholders. The use of the annual report is 
common to the majority of previous IC disclosure studies as reviewed by Campbell and 
Rahman (2010) and Striukova et al. (2008), although the latter outlined the limitations of 
using the annual report as a proxy for all disclosure against other media such as the corporate 
website. However, the annual report enables comparative measurement of IC reporting over 
time (Abeysekera and Guthrie, 2005). This would not be possible with other reporting 
mediums that have been used in some cross sectional IC studies, for instance IPO 
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prospectuses (Cordazzo, 2007; Bukh et al., 2005) which are one off documents published in 
the listing process; or the use of websites (Striukova et al., 2008; Lee et al., 2007) that lack 
historic availability.  
 
Despite its limitations, as a single document, the annual report provides a consistent basis of 
information across a long period of study. We recognise that for the large part of the period 
covered, IC was not formally reported in annual reports as a separate devoted section (for 
instance, Skandia started issuing IC reports in the mid 1990’s). However, whilst an IC section 
may be absent from the annual report, relevant disclosures reflecting IC components and 
corporate value creation can nonetheless be identified throughout the annual report 
principally in the management commentary, for instance the chairman’s report or the chief 
executives review. Campbell (2000) argued that the annual report conveys the reporting 
intent of management, which has total editorial control over its contents, enabling insights 
into how reporting has developed during the period studied. Thus, the messages conveyed by 
management in respective annual reports should, arguably, be reflective of IC emphasis at 
that period in time. Further, Ogden and Clarke (2005), in their research, through interviews 
with senior management confirmed that “what was communicated in the annual report was 
seen as strategically important as to how companies wished to present themselves” (page 
318).  With specific relevance to this research, Abeysekera (2008) commented that “the 
annual reports provide a special communication opportunity for firms to go beyond simply 
reporting financials and to show leadership and vision in reflecting the values and the 
position of the firm” (page 19). 
 
Daimler’s annual reports are available, for archival based research, for the whole of the 
longitudinal period, 1979 to 2010. In common with the majority of IC disclosure research, a 
content analysis research method was adopted (see for instance Campbell and Rahman, 2010; 
Striukova et al., 2008; Guthrie et al., 2006; 2004; Abeysekera and Guthrie, 2005; Bukh et al., 
2005; Vandemaele et al., 2005; Bozzolan et al., 2003; Brennan, 2001)2.  Within each annual 
report, all of the front-end3 narrative based sections were manually reviewed and analysed for 
IC related disclosures. This included the management report, required as a separate part of the 
2 For a detailed review of content analysis used within IC research, refer to Beattie and Thomson (2007). 
 




                                                          








annual report since 1985 (section 264 and 289 in the German commercial code, HGB, Zerr, 
2012). The research purposefully focussed on the voluntary narrative IC related disclosure 
provided by the company over the time period studied to gain insights into how such 
disclosure changed over time and the emphasis accorded to the constituents of that disclosure 
by management.  In coding the annual reports, quotes were extracted to highlight key 
messages and illustrate changes in emphasis of reporting over the period. These were 
primarily, though not exclusively, drawn from the annual letter from the CEO or the business 
review sections to align key messages with the strategic direction at those times. Over the 
period there were no changes with respect to the statutory reporting requirements of IC that 
may cause the voluntary disclosure content to alter. However, the growing recognition of the 
importance of IC was reflected by the German Wissenzbalanz guidelines (2004) although this 
was related to SME voluntary disclosure linking strategy and intangible asset reporting 
(Abhayawansa, 2014; Edvinsson and Kivikas, 2007; Alwert et al., 2004). 
 
This study used an IC categorisation proposed and developed by Sveiby (1997) and Guthrie 
and Petty (2000). In accordance with this framework (consistent with Campbell and Rahman, 
2010; Striukova et al., 2008; Guthrie et al., 2006), the IC content was classified into the three 
broad categories human, structural and relational capital. Each category contained several 
narrow elements for which various indicators were formulated. In the process of gaining 
coding practice this categorisation was further revised mainly by adding or refining indicators 
for each sub-category. When the categorisation was able to capture all the relevant disclosures 
through its narrow elements the final coding process was performed. The sub-categories and 
indicators are shown as Appendix A. 
 
A key aspect of content analysis is the unit of coding to be adopted for the study, for instance 
resolved at the level of word, phrase, sentence, or page proportion. For this study, sentence 
was adopted as the coding unit in common with a number of prior studies (Davey et al., 2009; 
Whiting and Miller, 2008; Abeysekera and Guthrie, 2005; Vandemaele et al., 2005; Bozzolan 
et al., 2003). The use of sentences as the coding unit is consistent with Milne and Adler 
(1999) who contended that “sentences are far more reliable than any other unit of analysis” 
(page 243). A key consideration on selecting sentences as the coding unit was the 
comparability of German and English translations of the Daimler annual reports to ensure 
consistency of coding between the two languages. Campbell et al. (2005) who examined 
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environmental disclosures using German and English reports concluded that “the unit of 
coding of translation was found to have been most commonly at the level of the sentence” 
(page 343). For the purpose of coding, the English versions of the annual report were used4. 
 
Every annual report was downloaded from the Daimler website, printed and read through 
chronologically beginning with the report of 1979 and ending with 2010. Whenever an IC-
related sentence appeared, the instance was recorded in a coding sheet separate for each year. 
In order to obtain high reliability of the data, (Krippendorff, 2013), detailed and exact coding 
rules were developed and applied in the coding process. Each counted element was coded 
according to the three broad categories and identified sub-categories (Appendix A). If the 
whole sentence fell within one category, the sentence was counted as 1. If one sentence could 
be assigned to two categories, each was counted with ½. (Slack and Shrives, 2008) as shown 
below:  
• Example 1: 
“Today, Daimler has a wide-ranging patent portfolio of more than 19,600 industrial 
property rights and a broad spectrum of trademarks and protected designs.” 
This narrative was coded: Structural Capital: Intellectual Property 1  
• Example 2: 
“Another pioneering aspect is the electronic signature function, which allows 
customers to sign documents directly on the screen.” 
This narrative was coded: Human Capital: Innovation ½; Relational Capital: 
Customers ½  
 
Following the coding rules outlined above, a pilot year annual report was independently 
coded by one of the researchers and a separate blind coding undertaken by the other 
researcher (see Abeysekera 2010) with appropriate disclosure scoring. The two researchers 
then met to go through all of the coding. To test for inter-coder reliability, Krippendorff alpha 
was used, advocated as the “best test of coder reliability for content analysis based research” 
(Dumay and Cai, 2015, forthcoming). A high level of inter-coder reliability was observed 
with a Krippendorff alpha 0.874 (compared to 0.8 as the generally acceptable score, see 
Krippendorff, 2013) measured on the pilot coding. Based on the initial pilot coding, all of the 
4 If any doubt about the accuracy of the translation arose in the coding process from the original German 
version, happily one of the researchers was German and was able to confirm the translation. 
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broad categories and signifiers of narrow coding were fully agreed between the two 
researchers. Subsequently, all of the reports were independently blind coded by both 
researchers. The level of inter-coder agreement was 93% and discrepancies resolved for the 
final results.    
 
The research design is purposefully case based on a single company seeking to provide 
insights into IC disclosure patterns over time mapped against specific periods of corporate 
strategy. As such, we readily acknowledge the more limited amount of our data, hence the 
aim of our findings’ presentation and discussion that follow is not to make substantive, more 
generalisable claims about IC disclosure that a far larger study examining multiple companies 
over time could offer (consistent with that of Campbell and Rahman, 2010; Campbell, 2000). 
Instead, we provide more case based insights (Cunliffe, 2008) into the contextualised data 
(Elliott, 2005) in relation to the relevant disclosure patterns and its positioning against 
corporate strategy.   
 
4.  Findings 
The findings are presented as follows. The overall trends in IC disclosure over the period are 
reported followed by more detailed disclosure patterns across the IC categories over the four 
strategy periods. This leads into a more detailed review of the findings, presented 
chronologically by strategy period, supported by appropriate annual report extracts to 
highlight the key IC disclosure themes emerging in the four discrete periods.  Drawing on the 
richness of this qualitative data helps to us to show the changing emphasis of disclosure over 
time with the associated changes in leadership and strategic shifts.    
 
The overall pattern of IC disclosures across the three broad categories, human, structural and 
relational capital over the 32 year period 1979-2010 is shown in Figure 1. There were a total 
of 14,358 IC related sentences identified in the annual reports over the period, of which over 
9,000 related to the period since 1996. In the first year of coding, 1979, 120 IC related 
sentences were identified, this rose to 985 sentences in 2010, the last year of the coding 
period. The increase in IC disclosure is consistent with that observed by Campbell and 
Rahman (2010) and also reflects the growth of narrative reporting in general, and specifically 
in Daimler AG, with the annual report increasing in length from 96 pages in 1979 to 252 
pages in 2010. 
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Insert Figure 1 about here 
 
The totality of IC reporting over the period, in percentage terms, showed that relational 
capital was most reported (35.8%), followed by structural capital (34.1%) and human capital 
(30.1%). However, it is evident from Figure 1 that the proportions of reporting by broad 
category have been subject to considerable variation over the period, with a relative decline 
in human capital and increases in structural and relational capital, the latter being particularly 
marked towards the end of the study, notably coinciding with the final period 2006-2010. 
Table 2 shows the relative reporting trends of broad IC disclosure by respective strategy 
periods to provide initial insight into reporting trends compared to an overall period mean.  
 
Insert Table 2 about here 
 
To more fully identify the shifts in reporting, and the changing emphasis (by comparative 
disclosure volume) accorded to the different broad categories of IC, observed over the four 
identified strategy periods, the percentage movements in disclosure between the periods are 
summarised in Table 3. A number of initial observations from this are made. Firstly, whilst 
human capital was the most reported in periods 1 and 2, there were substantial increases in 
structural capital reporting in period 2 (59.1%) and relational capital in period 3 (44.3%), 
with a decline in the comparative volume of human capital reporting from period 1 through to 
period 3. By period 3, human capital had been replaced by structural capital as the most 
frequently reported, in turn replaced by relational capital in period 4. In period 4, there is a 
further change in emphasis with a decline in structural capital (21.5%) and corresponding 
increases in relational capital and in human capital. To test the changes in disclosure against 
shifts in strategy over the respective four periods, a two sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 
was performed. The changes in IC disclosure composition from one identified strategy period 
to another were all found to be significant at the 1% level5. 
 
Insert Table 3 about here 
 
5 Additionally, T tests were performed on total IC disclosures between the four successive identified strategy 
periods 1979-2010. Similarly, to the non-parametric Kolmogorov-Smirnov results, the changes in disclosure 
from one identified strategy period to another were all found to be significant at the 1% level.  
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In conjunction with Tables 2 and 3, Table 4 details the five sub-categories of IC that were the 
most reported, by percentage of total reporting, in the respective periods. Through this more 
detailed breakdown of disclosure by individual categories we are able to more fully report the 
changing disclosure emphasis over the four periods supported by annual report extracts.  
 
Insert Table 4 about here 
 
In the first period, 1979-1984, human capital was by far the most reported, with 
comparatively little reporting around structural and relational capital. The first narrative in 
the 1979 annual report highlighted the importance of human capital in the period: “In fond 
memory of all our employees and pensioners who passed away last year” (page 3). The quote 
was on an otherwise blank page. By contrast, in 2010, the last year in the study, the annual 
report starts with a page devoted to all of the brand logos (relational capital) with an opening 
quote serving to re-enforce the importance of relational capital, during the final period and 
the strategic refocus on core business, relating to brand, firm reputation, customers and 
innovation (human capital). There is no direct mention of employees, but rather a focus on 
global brands and positioning reflecting current strategic focus. 
“Innovation from tradition. 125 years ago, Gottlieb Daimler and Carl Benz invented the 
automobile – now we are passionately shaping its future.... As automotive pioneers, we see it 
as both motivation and a duty to continue our tradition with groundbreaking technologies and 
superior products. We do our very best for customers who expect the best, and we live and 
breathe a culture of operational excellence” (Annual Report 2010, cover page iv).  
 
During the first period, the business had a traditional Daimler structure of development, 
production and sales to support a core business strategic focus based around passenger car 
innovation, development and brand. The detailed IC reporting during the period, shown in 
Table 4, reflects the importance of human capital, and employee commitment and innovation 
in particular, exemplified by the following illustrative quotes: 
“We trust in the proficiency and commitment of our employees, in our experience and our 
know-how in all fields in which we are active” (Annual Report, 1982, page 31). 
 
“For only through the skill, the commitment and the performance of our employees can the 
world-famous quality and market success of our product be assured” (Annual Report 1983, 
page 47). 
 
Overall, human capital is most reported by volume in periods 1 and 2 primarily due to the 
ongoing importance of innovation (21% and 22.5% of all disclosure respectively). Indeed, 
innovation is the most reported category across all four periods, consistent with the 
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technological nature of the business. Notably, however, in period 2, detailed employee-
related disclosure falls from 18.5% of reporting volume to 9.5% and there are no other human 
capital categories reported in Table 4. In contrast, there is an increase in structural capital 
reporting from 21.5% to 34.2% of overall IC reporting reflecting a changed emphasis of 
disclosure consistent with group restructuring and the diversification strategy in period 2. The 
traditional structures of the business were replaced by divisional structures with management 
reporting by product grouping. This reflects the diversification and transformation 
underpinning the Integrated Technology Group strategy with the corresponding emphasis on 
management structures across a more diversified group of companies. At a more detailed 
level (see Table 4), this is shown through the marked increase in management philosophy and 
management processes as elements of IC reporting. 
“The company-interlinking contract with AEG and the agreements made between the 
proprietors concerning managerial control of Dornier GmbH by Daimler-Benz enable the 
Group member-companies to devise a clear and, above all, uniform managerial structure for 
those areas of business activity” (emphasis added) (1988, Annual Report, page 5). 
 
“In such a period of radical change, the key emphasis obviously cannot be whether everything 
has regained equilibrium....The new structure of the group....provides the legal and 
organizational basis to allow systematic and effective use of the resources and the complex 
know-how existing in the overall group” (emphasis added) (1989 Annual Report, page 5). 
 
“In addition, we have launched broad-based measures to make our organizational structures 
more flexible. Consequently, your company is already benefitting from leaner central offices, 
fewer levels of hierarchy, higher performance, profit centers with decentralized decision-
making authority, a heightened sense of the individual's responsibility” (emphasis added)  
(1992 Annual Report, page 8). 
 
The disclosures reveal the importance of organisational structure underpinning strategic shift 
and the corresponding change in emphasis of reporting toward structural capital. Despite the 
increased relative importance of structural capital through the period, it is also apparent from 
Figure 1, that human capital in total was the most reported. We can observe two factors to 
help account for this. Firstly, with regard to human capital reporting, one of the recurring 
features of all of the annual reports is the record of thanks to employees. Although in many of 
the earlier years this was largely boiler-plated, by 1991 the annual thanks was itself modified 
to include cost structures: 
“We would like to express our gratitude to all our employees for their commitment and hard 
work in a year in which the market once more presented us with major challenges, while at 
the same time the adaptation of cost structures had to be carried out energetically” (emphasis 












Thus whilst human capital is still reported, it becomes more nuanced, the sentiment within 
the disclosure, serving more to emphasise the importance of structure to support the strategic 
diversification of the company (and related structural capital). Indeed, this qualitative shift in 
emphasis was shown earlier in the 1991 report:  
“We plan to make major strides in the coming years with regard to the restructuring of 
Daimler-Benz into an international high-technology concern......Leaner personnel structures 
and reduction in the number of hierarchical levels will assist in this respect; at the same time, 
such measures will provide an important motivation for our employees to identify more 
closely with their particular tasks” (emphasis added) (1991 Annual Report, page 17). 
 
Secondly, there was a surge in human capital reporting around 1990-1991. This increase was 
in part due to the impact on employees (and production levels) caused by German 
reunification in 1990. The other significant reason for the increase in those years followed the 
wave of acquisitions to support the integrated technology group strategy, the creation of 
Daimler-Benz InterServices AG (Debis), the consequent integration processes and increase in 
employee numbers in 1989-1990. Thereafter, with the exception of innovation, human capital 
reporting falls whilst notably the reporting of structural capital, in periods 2 and 3, and then 
relational capital, in periods 3 and 4, increases in prevalence. 
 
The third identified strategy period, 1996 to 2005, saw arguably, the most volatile period in 
the modern history of Daimler AG under Jürgen Schrempp as CEO with the focus on 
shareholder wealth creation through the ‘World Corporation Vision’. To help deliver this 
strategy and to drive corporate value and shareholder wealth creation, we observe in Tables 2 
and 3 the shift in emphasis towards, and the underpinning importance of, structure and 
management (structural capital) and brands (relational capital). For instance, by period 3, 
human capital comprises only 20.9% of total IC disclosure compared to structural capital 
(40.5%) and relational capital (38.6%). At a more detailed level, Table 4 now shows that four 
of the five most disclosed IC components are reflective of those two capitals, the importance 
of which are reflected in the following quotes drawn from across this period. The two quotes 
shown immediately below clearly show the emphasis placed on value creation and the 
structures in place to support this (structural capital):  
 
“But a great deal more has taken place in your company to firmly establish a comprehensive 
concept of value-based leadership. This concept of value-creation requires different thinking 
on all decision levels; it not only requires bottom-line orientation, but also efficient structures, 
processes and - not least - a totally new approach to personnel management” (Annual Report 












“In addition, we examined all our work processes and focused on value creation at every level 
of the business. Management reporting systems were simplified and the decision making 
processes were dramatically shortened” (Annual Report 1997, page 3). 
 
The second two quotes highlight active brand management (relational capital) to achieve the 
strategic objective of shareholder value:   
“We restructured our organization by establishing three brand-focused automotive divisions, 
backed by an Automotive Council for product design, engineering and production, and a 
Sales and Marketing Council for brand development and strengthening our sales organization, 
both of which report directly to the Board of Management” (Annual Report 1999, page 3). 
 
“Our brands are distinctively positioned and combine to present the most powerful portfolio 
in our industry. At DaimlerChrysler, such decisions are governed by the strictest multi-brand 
management approach” (Annual Report 2002, page 4). 
 
In the second period we observed that employee reporting (human capital) was veiled in 
structure. In the third period, employee reporting is now firmly linked to managerial 
reporting, reflecting the underpinning corporate strategy focus on value creation.  
“We plan to involve employees more directly in the effort to improve earnings; models are 
being developed. Employees should be rewarded according to the contribution of value they 
make to the company” (Annual Report 1996, page 4). 
 
Furthermore, the disclosures, combining customers (through brand value), employees 
(through value creation) and shareholder value are reflective of Schrempp’s personal views 
on the importance of these key areas within the corporate strategy which he described as the 
magic triangle (Grässlin, 2000).  
 
The fourth period (2006-2010) under Dieter Zetsche as CEO is characterised by the 
prevalence of relational capital disclosures (42.7%), with a focus on brands and reputation. 
Correspondingly there is a comparative decline (-21.5%) in structural capital reporting 
compared to its relative importance in periods 2 and 3. This final strategy period follows the 
retirement of Jürgen Schrempp as CEO in 2005, the demise of Chrysler and the renaming of 
the group to Daimler AG in 2007. In his speech at the 2008 annual general meeting, Zetsche 
made clear the importance of Daimler heritage and values in a corporate strategy focused on 
the reinvigoration of the Daimler brand and a return to core business: “We invented the 
automobile – and are passionately shaping its future....Old virtues have given us new 
strength” (www.daimler.com/dccom). Throughout the period there is an emphasis on brand 
strength and reputation mirroring the importance of relational capital alongside innovation 
evident in Table 4, with these three elements accounting for 43.3% of total IC disclosure. 
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This emphasis is reflected in the, often repeated, relational capital disclosures during the 
period that further emphasise the reputation of the Daimler brand and innovation for the 
future.   
“We invented the automobile – now we are passionately shaping its future. As a pioneer of 
automotive engineering, we feel inspired and obliged to continue this proud tradition with 
groundbreaking technologies and high-quality products” (Annual Reports 2007, 2008, 2009, 
2010). 
 
“Our corporate history is full of innovations and pioneering achievements; they are the 
foundation and ongoing stimulus for our claim to leadership in the automotive industry” 
(Annual Reports 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010). 
 
Given the turbulence towards the end of period 3, under Schrempp as CEO, and the well-
publicised failure of the DaimlerChrysler merger, there is, throughout period 4, a clear 
emphasis on the history and reputation of the business and its brands (all relational capital). 
As a key strategic focus to reinvigorate the Daimler brand, the company now seeks to convey 
and assert its core traditional strengths as a world leading automotive designer and producer.  
 
5.  Discussion and conclusions 
One of the primary roles of the annual report is for management to convey information that 
reflects its key messages about the company to its shareholders and other stakeholders (Ogden 
and Clarke, 2005; Campbell, 2000). Whilst IC disclosure is voluntary, it nonetheless captures 
the prevailing views of management as to what is important by the presence and emphasis of 
such disclosure. More broadly, such messages will be, in part, be reflective of corporate 
strategy, as management seek to explain current and future value creation for shareholders 
and to emphasise those aspects of the business that are most salient in achieving this 
objective. Beattie and Thomson (2013), Huang et al. (2013) and Alcaniz et al. (2011) and all 
highlight the importance of IC in value creation and from this, its link to corporate strategy. 
Lerro et al. (2014) and Cabrita and Vaz (2006) specifically refer to the importance of IC in 
delivering corporate strategy and Marr (2005) noted that “intangible assets should be one of 
the central considerations in formulating and framing strategy” (page 148). Thus, as strategy 
shifts over time, for instance due to change in leadership, the resources used to drive value 
and the emphasis placed on the various constituents of IC will themselves change (Rylander 
and Peppard, 2003), mirroring their importance in the value creation process so “embodying 












This longitudinal research has found a shifting pattern of IC disclosures over four identified 
periods, in which there were marked realignments of corporate strategy following leadership 
change. Such firm level changes in IC emphasis and related disclosure, reflecting the 
fluctuations in strategy, are akin to what Cabrita and Vaz (2006) referred to as being “each 
firm’s configuration of knowledge characteristics and the idiosyncrasies of the firm’s history” 
(page 13). That a change in strategic focus will also be evident in IC disclosure is consistent 
with the argument advanced by Bornemann and Alwert (2007) who emphasised the strategic 
relevance of IC drivers and the resultant differential patterns of reporting. In this research, the 
rise in importance of both structural capital and relational capital respectively can be traced to 
the broad changes in strategy prevailing at those times in the company’s history. For instance, 
the growth of structural capital in the second period (1985-1995) and the third period (1996-
2005) is reflective of strategic change at those times, firstly through group restructuring 
diversification and the need for greater managerial control, and secondly through global 
expansion and the processes and structures to drive shareholder wealth. Similarly, the context 
behind IC reporting changes again from 2006 onwards, with a new CEO and shift in strategy, 
being more orientated towards relational capital, and in particular the reinvigoration of the 
brand and reputation as key IC drivers.  
 
The mirroring of reporting and corporate strategy is reflective of Mouritsen et al. (2001) who 
contended that “writing intellectual capital is a local story....orientated towards organisational 
ends” (page 735). Thus for us to fully interpret long term changes in the pattern and emphasis 
of corporate disclosure we need to recognise the locality of that disclosure and how it fits with 
the prevailing corporate ethos and strategy at that point in time. The messages conveyed by 
management, reflective of their corporate strategy, reveal the changing prevalence and 
emphasis placed on IC related disclosure. Thus, within a strategic context, the annual report 
serves to convey, and signify, to stakeholders areas of emphasis reflective of managerial 
intent and the underpinning corporate strategy.  
 
In recognition of the importance of intangible assets in general, IC related disclosure provides 
a wider appreciation of the company, and its value drivers, compared to the more traditional 
focus of physical resource based reporting. From a contemporary practice perspective, there 
have been increasing demands for more joined up reporting to encapsulate all of the resources 
used by companies, including intangibles, in their exposition of strategy and wealth creation 
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(BIS, 2011; ICAEW, 2009) further evidenced through the integrated reporting initiative 
(IIRC, 2013). That such disclosure on intangibles is important is evident in its increasing 
demand and use by capital market users such as analysts and fund managers (Abhayawansa 
and Abeysekera, 2009; Edvinnson and Kivikas, 2007; Holland and Johanson, 2003). 
However, like many forms of voluntary disclosure, within any one year, individual voluntary 
IC-related disclosures are often messy and complex, and scattered across all elements of the 
annual report. To help make greater sense of such disclosures, a context needs to be conveyed 
to attach meaning. If we remove the backdrop of periods of strategic identity and associated 
management at that time we are in danger of removing the canvas on which the disclosure is 
framed. Thus, in order to more fully understand annual report IC (and arguably other) 
disclosures it appears helpful to view such disclosures against a backdrop of corporate history 
and periods of identifiable long term strategy and the consequent focus of the business in 
support of this. Such a strategic context enables us to more fully see the prevailing messages 
that are being conveyed by management over a period of time and to better interpret the 
longitudinal complexity of IC disclosures.  
 
There are a number of avenues of further research arising from this study. Complementary 
econometric based longitudinal studies could be carried out to test the wider generalisability 
of these findings and the link between strategic change and IC disclosure. At present, such 
studies have been usefully employed to show significant relationships for instance between 
company size and sector and levels of IC disclosure. It would also be valuable to gain 
managerial insight into the IC disclosure messages, from both narrative and visual 
perspectives, as preparers of the annual report. In particular the key messages that they wish 
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Appendix A: Intellectual capital categorisation and indicators 
Intellectual Capital elements Indicators for content analysis coding 
Human Capital:  
Employees Employee, reward, compensation, bonus, commitment, 
loyalty, retention, morale. 
Training  Development, training, in-house, learning,  
Education Education, recruitment, qualification. 
Work related knowledge Know-how, expertise, experience, absorptive capacity 
Innovativeness Product/process/service development, research, suggestions, 
ideas, creativity, technology 
Structural Capital:  
Intellectual property Patent, trademark, copyright, legal status, design 
Firm infrastructure and information Databases, knowledge network, communication/IT systems.  
Management philosophy Shareholders, growth, environment, society, social, 
community.  
Corporate culture and management  Values, management, style, vision, mission, practice, ethic, 
ambition, focus, targets, evaluation. 
Management processes Efficiency, complexity, flexibility, structure, quality, 
performance, monitoring, principles of operation. 
Relational Capital:  
Brands Brand, product range, awards, market share, market leader, 
brand awareness, recognition, resonance. 
Customers Customer, USP, portfolio, loyalty, trust, satisfaction, feedback. 
Financial relations Equity, shareholders, banks, debt, funding 
Marketing/Distribution Marketing, supply, chain, advertising, distribution, delivery, 
promotion, campaign, depot.  
Business collaboration Partner, franchise, alliance, collaboration, outsourcing, 
agreement. 
Firm reputation Company name, profile, reputation, history, renown, 






Figure 1: Longitudinal trend of IC disclosure and identified strategic periods. 
 
 
Table 1 – 1979 – 2010 CEO, broad strategy and significant events 











Core automotive business: Traditional Daimler 
functional structure: development, production and sales  
Focus on passenger cars and development of commercial 
vehicles.  
Development of car range – introduction of Mercedes 
Benz 190 range 1982-1985.  
1984-1986 Werner 
Breitschwerdt 
1985 marked the beginning of strategic change to a 
broader based diversified group.  
Technology diversification – Dornier (aviation) and AEG, 
MBB (both electronics) acquisitions.  
1987-1995 Edzard Reuter 
 
Diversification: Integrated Technology Group 
(Integrierter Technologiekonzern): Diversification and 
restructuring to independent divisions: vehicles, aviation, 
aerospace and defence technology. 
Acquisitions of Messerschmitt (1989) and Fokker (1992)  
1989/90 creation of Daimler-Benz InterServices AG 
(Debis) – financial services arm 
1993 Daimler-Benz AG listed on New York Stock 
Exchange 
1995-2005 Jürgen Schrempp Shareholder wealth creation: World Corporation Vision 
(Welt AG), global market growth: Core development of 
automotive sector and financial services - 3 pillars 
strategy; America, Europe, Far East. 
Dismantling of integrated technology group idea - 
disposals of Fokker, Dornier and dissolved AEG  
1998 merger with Chrysler Corporation and formation of 
DaimlerChrysler AG.  
2000 Schrempp became sole CEO. 
2000 acquisition of Western Star. 
2001-03 block minority stake (one third) in Mitsubishi 
Motors and acquisition of Mitsubishi Fuso Truck and Bus 
Corporation. 
2005 Global Engine Manufacturing Alliance (GEMA) 
with Hyundai and Mitsubishi Motors. 
2006-2010 Dieter Zetsche Core Daimler business –response to global crisis, focus 
on advancing technology in the automotive industry and 
the brand, Mercedes-Benz. Innovation in the small car 
market (Smart brand). 
2007 sale of majority stake (80.1%) in Chrysler to 
Cerberus Capital, renamed Daimler AG. 
2009 disposal of remaining 19.9% of Chrysler  
Extracted and adapted from www.daimler.com/company history 
 
 













Human Capital % 48.7 39.0 20.9 25.6 
Structural Capital % 21.5 34.2 40.5 31.8 
Relational Capital % 29.8 26.8 38.6 42.7 
 
  
Table 3: Changes in IC disclosure between identified strategy periods.  
 Period 1 to Period 2 Period 2 to Period 3 Period 3 to Period 4 
Human Capital % -19.9% -46.4% +22.5 
Structural Capital % +59.1% +18.4% -21.5 
Relational Capital % -10.1% +44.3% +10.6% 
Table 4: Sub-categories of IC reporting by identified strategy period 
Rank 1979-1984 1985-1995 1996-2005 2006-2010 









































5 Customers (RC) 
6.6% 
Management 
processes (SC) 
8.1% 
Management 
philosophy (SC) 
10.3% 
 
Management 
philosophy (SC) 
9.4% 
 
